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11 Following a jury trial, Daniel Mercado was convicted of resisting arrest. The

trial court suspended the imposition of sentence and placed Mercado on probation.
Subsequently, the state filed a petition to revoke probation and, after a violation hearing, the
trial court found the state had proven Mercado had committed the “new offense[] of
Domestic Violence Disorderly Conduct.” The court revoked Mercado’s probation and
sentenced himto a presumptive, one-year term of imprisonment, with credit for ninety-three

days’ presentence incarceration. This appeal followed. We affirm.



12 Counsel has filed a brief in compliance with Anders v. California, 386 U.S.
738 (1967), and State v. Clark, 196 Ariz. 530, 2 P.3d 89 (App. 1999). Mercado has not
filed a supplemental brief. As requested, and pursuant to our obligation under Anders, we
have reviewed the entire record for fundamental error, including the issue counsel identified
as possibly “provid[ing] the appearance of an arguable issue.”

13 Viewed in the light most favorable to upholding the trial court’s ruling, see
State v. Thomas, 196 Ariz. 312, § 3, 996 P.2d 113, 114 (App. 1999), the evidence
supported the court’s finding that Mercado had committed disorderly conduct against his
mother by engaging in “loud and offensive name calling,” failing to leave his mother’s
residence when she told him to go, and throwing a telephone. See A.R.S. § 13-2904.
Mercado’s probation included a condition that he “obey all laws.” The court acted well
within itsdiscretion by revoking Mercado’s probation and sentencing himto the presumptive
prison term. See A.R.S. § 13-917(B) (trial court may revoke probation in its discretion and
impose prison term as authorized by law); Thomas, 196 Ariz. 312, 1 3, 996 P.2d at 114
(unless trial court’s finding that defendant violated probation “is arbitrary or unsupported
by any theory of evidence,” reviewing court will not disturb ruling). Having found no
fundamental, reversible error, we affirmthe trial court’s revocation of Mercado’s probation

and the prison term imposed.
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